JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. In teaching NT Introduction, I am fond of saying that the authors of NT books would have had no inkling that their writings would become part of something called the New Testament or the Christian Bible, which did not reach exactly its present form until the fourth century. Matthew did not know that his Gospel would begin the NT, although he would be happy to discover that it does. It is well suited for that position and purpose. John did not know that his Gospel would stand in the NT alongside three other, Synoptic Gospels, and that it would be the fourth, presumably to be read after the others. Some exegetes believe that John was actually written with the others in view, but that premise creates as many problems of interpretation as it resolves.1 However that may be, the presumption of a historical distance, and consequent difference of purpose, between the composition of the NT writings and their incorporation into a canon of scripture is representative of our discipline.
external evidence is lacking, but no less so than in the case of hypothetical Gospel sources (Q; the orl~teia-source) or earlier traditions (as delineated by form criticism). In fact, the commonly accepted hypothesis that such materials were employed in preaching or catechesis already implies their authoritative character. The leap from such uses in the fifties to the reading of the Gospels in church worship a hundred years later is a reasonable one, even if we cannot document the earlier stages. Probably an intermediate stage would have been the use of only one Gospel as the authoritative document of a particular church (or churches). Thus, as tradition holds, Mark in Rome or John in Ephesus.
If the Gospels were composed for reading in worship services, they were likely intended for concrete church settings. Yet their use year-round would imply that they were conceived to address a general or broad range of needs rather than specific internal crises or issues.
In fact, the generally held presumption that the Gospels, like the Epistles, were written for individual Christian communities to address their specific situations or needs has recently been sharply questioned by Richard Bauckham.11 He points out that the possibility that any of the Gospels was written for a broader, general Christian audience is seldom entertained, much less embraced, in contemporary Gospel scholarship. Acknowledging that each of the Gospels would have been affected by the circumstances of its origin, Bauckham argues that this does not mean they were addressed to those circumstances primarily. He goes on to suggest that they were intended for Christians generally.
Bauckham raises the question of whether we too easily take for granted the time-and-place-specific purpose and character of the Gospels. His thesis is worth serious consideration, but rather than engage it directly I want to pursue a similar interest and sense of the nature of the Gospels in a somewhat different way by asking the parallel but related question: Did the authors of the Gospels intend to write scripture? To answer that they did would not, of course, imply that they were writing for the NT canon, whose existence they could have scarcely foreseen. Whether they did or did not should be approached on the basis of an examination of the form and content of the Gospels, as well as their broader literary and historical context within ancient Judaism and early Christianity. As we shall see, there is no single or simple answer, but the pursuit of the question I find fascinating.
I I have dealt only with the Gospels. Of course, the Revelation to John insists on its right to be heard as just that-revelation-as the author warns in advance against any tampering with the authoritative book he has written (Rev 22:18-19) . Strangely, or not so strangely, the first and last books of the NT present themselves as scripture. But that is a story for another day, except that it attests the existence of the idea of distinctively Christian scriptures before the end of the first century. Strikingly, the initial NT book is a Gospel that begins with a royal, Davidic genealogy and the final one is an apocalypse that characterizes itself as prophecy (1: elation is given in historical events, acts, and words, which are interpreted first orally and then in writing, scripture, as revelation. This, I think, is for them the central and crucial part of the process to which Smith refers.
In the case of the earliest Christian Gospels we observed already that the initial and fundamental impulse for their composition came with the proclamation of Jesus as the fulfillment of scripture. The use of the Gospels alongside the older, Jewish scriptures in worship, certainly as early as the mid-second century, probably much earlier, was likely a continuation of the use to which the earlier Gospel traditions had already been put. Matthew and Luke particularly, if in different ways, adopted biblical genres and styles as they also continued the biblical story. This is nowhere clearer than in their infancy narratives. In his own independent mode, John rewrites the story of creation from Genesis, like many of his Jewish contemporaries retelling the biblical narrative, but in a revolutionary way.
In looking at the Gospels, I am suggesting, we are already observing an 
